tion. Study 1 sought to determine the types of discourse functions teachers used in the journals they kept with their instructor in a graduate practicum and with the GT students they taught in that practicum. They interacted differently with their instructor than with their students in ways consistent with their role: they commonly used questions, a controlling behavior, when journaling with students. Study 2 examined whether teachers could vary their responses to students' journals to make them more collegial and less controlling. Together these studies supported the use of dialogue journals to promote mutuality in the educational process.
Research indicates that gifted and talented students want to be actively involved in their own education. The research on learning states confirms the importance gifted and talented students themselves place on being able to learn actively and independently (Boutinghouse, 1984 , Dunn & Griggs. 1985 : Dunn & Price, 1980 : Price, 1981 Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1984; Stewart;  19X 1 the research on locus of control documents the importance that gifted and talented students place on being able to control or affect what happens to and for them (Carland, 1981 : Freeltill, 1982 : Harty, Atkins, & Hungate, 1984 : Jeter & Chauvin. 1982 : Middleton, Littlefield. & Lerhrer. 1992 : Milgram ~ Mitgram. 1975 ,1976 Passow. 1979 : Saureman & Michael, 1980 Whitmore. 1986 : Yong, 1994 . Maker ( 1982) recoIllmends that learning environments for gifted children must (a) be student centered rather than teacher centered, and (b) encourage independence rather than dependence&dquo; (p. 85). The research that directly supports this recommendation for less teacher-centered pedagogy (Shore, Cornell. Robinson, & Ward. 1991) resonates with the work of other influential educators (e.g. . Bruner 1962 . Bruner , 1978 Shor & Freire,1987 :Vygotsku. 1978 who believe that collaboration between teachers and students is essential for promoting successful learning.
In order for true collaboration of this type to take place, however, teachers need to be witting and able to shed some of the traditional vestments of classroom power, and students need to be willing and able to assume this responsibility effectively. This research explored the potential of dialogue journals to be an effective component of collaborative, student-centered learning for gifted and talented students.
Dialogue journals have been defined as &dquo;a written conversation between two persons on a continued basis, about topics of individual (and eventually mutual) interest&dquo; (Staton, Shuy, Peyton, & Reed, 1988, p. 312) . In addition to self-generation of topics and interactive responses, dialogue journals encourage the use of functional writing, that is, writing for a particular purpose (Shuy, 1987) . If, as Vygotsky (1962) (Garcia, 1990 : Hall & Duffy, 1987 , elementary (Reed. 1988) , middle school (McWhirter, 1990) , high school and college (Kitagawa & Kitagawa, 1987; Roderick & Berman. 1984), hearing-impaired (Mettler & Conway. 1988~ Staton. 1985 Peyton. 1990 : Peyton & Seyoum, 1989; Urzua. 1987) , Native American (Catho, 1987) , mentally retarded (Farley, 1985) , learning disabled (Gaustad & Messenheimer-Young, 1991; McGettigan, 1987 : Staton & Tyler, 1987 (Atwell. 1987; Bailes, Searls, Slobodzian, & Staton, 1986; Bode, 1989; Danielson, 1988; Fulwiler, 1987; Gambrell, 1985; Jaclcson. 1992; Keeft. 1987 : Manning & Manning, 1989 Staton. 1980; Urzua, 1987) and have not studied their pedagogical potential for facilitating a collegial approach to learning. It is clearly important for gifted students to develop communication skills (Alexander & Muia, 1982; Dearborn, 1979; Freehill. 1982; Goldberg, Passow, & Lorge, 1980 : Perrone & Male, 1981 , and dialogue journals can contribute to that development. However, dialogue journals also promote what Shuy (1987) (Schmidt & Martin. 1991) . Schmidt and Martin (1991) Questions about two-way (teacher-student) journaling showed remarkable consistency across years, but those about threeway journaling (teacher-student-student/peer) did not. Developmental and gender differences that emerged in the first year reappeared even more strongly in the second year for both types of journaling. Deuelopmental differences. Significant developmental differences emerged with implications for the ways interactive writing should be used in the instructional process. More students in Grades 1-3 reported liking two-way journaling than did students in Grades 7-9 (p >.01). Students in Grades 1-3 apparently were not developi-nentally ready for three-way journaling because they were significantly less likely than the older students to report giving responses to (p >.0001) (Bahruth & Howell, 1987; Canning, 1991; Irujo, 1987; Roderick, 1986; Schmidt & Martin, 1991; Surbeck, Hanna, & Moyer, 1991) . As we continue to study the use of interactive writing in the educational process, we should do so collaboratively. That is how we can best understand the way students and teachers will benefit from this approach over time.
